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Drawings 

The drawings were previously objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a) as failing to 
show the "gas taper threads" as described on pages 2, 3, and 4 of the specification. 

The threads of the nipples and the openings in the rim are shown only 
schematically in the drawings. 

However, Applicant has argued that those of ordinary skill in the art would readily 
understand what is meant by the term "gas taper threads" and the uses of such threads. 
(Page 8 of the Response filed August 7, 2008) Accordingly, since such threads and 
their many applications are notoriously well-known the objection to the drawings is 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 2 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated 
by Leo et al. 

As shown in figures 4, 5, and 6, Leo et al discloses a wheel comprising a plurality 
of spokes connected to a single channel rim. Each spoke 4 includes a nipple 20 
inserted through an opening 41' in the rim in a gas tight fit, with the nipple having 
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internal threads 29 in a blind hole 28 to threadedly receive the threaded end 12 of the 
spoke in a manner that would create an axial bidirectional locking means. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Leo et al in view of Vetterlein. 

Leo et al meets all of the limitations of claim 2 as set forth above, and is further 
applied in that the bidirectional locking means includes a shoulder 25 on the shank of 
the nipple 20. With respect to claims 18-20, Leo et al further discloses the opening in 
the rim to include a shoulder 42' to receive or seat an annular sealing member 14. 

The bidirectional locking means of Leo et al does not include threads on the 
outside of the nipple which can engage a female thread, and does not show a nut 
screwed onto the shank of the nipple. 

Vetterlein teaches two means of coupling a spoke to the rim of a wheel. The first 
means, as shown in figure 1, includes a nipple having a threaded hole which receives a 
threaded portion of a collar 4 of a spoke to bidirectionally lock the spoke in place on the 
rim. Like Leo et al, this arrangement does not include a nut threaded onto the shank of 
the nipple. The second arrangement of Vetterlein, shown in figure 4, comprises a nipple 
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having a threaded hole to receive the threaded end of a spoke, and a nut or "union" 
having female threads being threaded onto the threaded shank of the nipple. 

From this teaching it would have been obvious to substitute a bidirectional 
locking assembly having a nut threaded onto the shank of the nipple such as that taught 
by in figure 4 of Vetterlein as this would use the nut to tension the spoke with respect to 
the nipple, and would reduce the strain on the spoke and produce a larger threaded 
contact area (between the nut and the shank of the nipple) which would be less likely to 
produce stripped threads. Further, the substitution of one well-known spoke and nipple 
coupling arrangement for another would have been well-within the realm of ordinary skill 
in the art, and the results of such substitution would be predictable. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leo et al 
in view of Chiang et al. 

Leo et al meets the limitations of claim 2 as noted above, but the spokes are not 
disclosed as being made of a light alloy. 

Chiang et al teaches a spoke 60 that is made of steel, and a spoke 60' that is 
made of aluminum alloy. See figures 5 and 6 and lines 1 4-36 of column 1 . 

From this teaching it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art 
that the spokes of a wheel may be made of steel or aluminum alloy, and to choose 
aluminum alloy for the spokes of Leo et al would have been obvious in order to reduce 
the weight of the wheel, or to improve the wheel's resistance to corrosion, as is well- 
known. The results of using one material over the other would have been predictable. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed August 7, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant specifically argues that the Leo et al patent does not disclose or 
suggest each nipple fitted to the rim in a gastight manner by "axial bidirectional locking 
means." Applicant attempts to support this argument by providing the opinion that the 
"wheel of Leo et al will not retain air in a tubeless tire system." Applicant further opines 
that the gasket of Leo et al would be deteriorated by compression from the "pumping 
effect when the nipple is moved towards the cup" and that "air would leak when the 
nipple is moved away from the cup 40." Applicant offers no evidence to support this 
position. 

In at least paragraph 0021 and claim 2, Leo et al describes the rim as receiving a 
tubeless tire. 

Absent any evidence to the contrary, those of ordinary skill in the art would 
recognize Leo et al as disclosing an airtight or gastight rim and tire assembly. 

However, even if Applicant's arguments or opinions with respect to the inability of 
the sealing member(s) of Leo et al to maintain a lasting seal between the openings in 
the rim and the spoke nipples, this line of argument is irrelevant because the sealing 
means would seal the rim at least initially, and would therefore be functional. 

As for the limitation of an "axial bidirectional locking means," Applicant has not 
really explained why the nipple of Leo et al is not retained in the hole in the rim by axial 
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bidirectional locking means. The above-noted sealing arguments notwithstanding, 
Applicant has not identified any structure in the claims which corresponds to the "axial 
bidirectional locking means" and is not found in the Leo et al patent. 

It is submitted that the limitation "axial bidirectional locking means" is extremely 
broad, and that any structure which would retain a nipple in a hole in a rim would meet 
this limitation. The gasket or sealing means 14 (of figures 4-6 of Leo et al) can be 
considered to be an "axial bidirectional locking means" inasmuch as it has an axial 
dimension, it has openings at either end creating a "bidirectional" through-hole, the 
spoke nipple is inserted into the sealing means in an axial and/or bidirectional manner, 
and the sealing member 14 locks the spoke nipple in the hole in the rim. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Russell D. Stormer whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6687. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 9 AM to 
4 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Morano can be reached on (571) 272-6684. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Russell D. Stormer/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3617 



